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Higher Education refers to education of undergraduate degree level or above which is generally, but not exclusively, undertaken within universities.  It also encompasses the broader set of activities of universities including research and enterprise.  The growth of consumption terminology, values and practices within higher education arose within a context of rapid and complex global change which included the increasing commodification of education and research which accelerated from the nineteen eighties onwards (Delanty, 2003; McLean, 2008; Slaughter and Rhoades, 2004).  Globally universities have become comparatively more dependent on their relationships with industry and less dependent on their relationships with states (Slaughter and Rhoades, p. 9) this is contrastsed with a former era where they were primarily aligned with states and research and teaching were more frequently conceptualized as public sector activity provided as welfare.  The new commodified higher education is often characterized as managerialist: market orientated managers’ control and shape the work of academics to maximize income.  However, Slaughter and Roades (2004) suggest that.   Also the all encompassing nature of the marketisation has resulted in consumption orientated behavior and values permeating all personnelactivities and relationships within universities.  
Education markets are not pure markets.  One reason is that a range of non-market factors shape what happens in universities.  The declining proportion of state funding is coupled with increasing state control of universities which is achieved by granting and withdrawing state funding according to current national priorities, for example, states might fund universities who are successful in widening access to students from disadvantaged backgrounds or those who prioritize vocational or science courses (Morley, 2003).  Publicly available league tables that rate universities nationally and internationally are not produced by states but they are also influential in shaping the activities of universities as they are important in conveying and reinforcing reputations in national and global higher education markets (Abbas and McLean, 2010).  Universities respond to league tables because they are influential.  Students draw upon them in choosing courses and the most qualified students expect to go to the most highly rated universities.  The status of staff in universities is also heavily dependent upon reputation and league table positions.  Universities also use league tables in their marketing to attract students, staff and other fundersprivate and public financers of research and training.  Slaughter and Rhodes (2004) suggest that states, industry and universities increasingly act similarly because in neo-liberal societies they are all organized through market relations.  State funding therefore does not necessarily reduce marketisation or the commodification of universities business.  Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) identify aA whole range of commodified products and activities are associated with universities including: the use and creation of text books which packages knowledge; the creation and utilization of commercial software packages in teaching students;  and, the increasing role of patents, copyrights, contracts, trademarks and logos in branding and asserting ownership.  This restricts access to knowledge to those who can afford to pay. Whilst Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) use the example of the United States, Australia and the UK are the often cited examples of increasingly marketised higher education systems a broader literature also suggests they are describiesng a global trends that is likely to play out differently in various national contexts.  There has been a global increase in the proportion of funding from private sources (e.g. industry, alumni, benefactors and public sector customers (who pay for research and training) and students (home and international) and their parents who pay fees) but the degree of money from different sources varies as does the role of higher education in different nations.  
The massification of higher education which involves a continuous global expansion of student numbers, has accelerated since the nineteen eighties (the global number of students rose from 28,084,000 in 1970 to 143,723,000 in 2006 (Unterhalter and Carpentier, 2010, p. 11) and it is projected to rise to more than 160 million by 2020.(Marquez, 2002, p.88)).   This globally significant market (Marquez (2002) claims it wawhich was estimated to be worth 27 billion in 1995) is currently dominated by the United States.  Morley (2003) highlights the way that mMarketisation has resulted in diverse provision internationally with the growth of virtual universities, for-profitprivately funded, open, corporate owned, technical universities, consortia, franchises, offshore universities, and museums as some of the alternative types of university.    Current debates dispute the degree to which these changes impact positively or negatively upon different aspects of higher education including: the knowledge produced through research (Delanty, 2001); students’ learning and identities; the pedagogies and curricula of universities (McLean, 2006); academic staff (Morley, 2003); fair access to higher education; and, national and global economic and social (in)equality (Abbas and McLean, 2010).  
Commodification has grown as universities have become key global institutions as a consequence of the global knowledge economy which attaches economic value to knowledge and its production (Delanty, 2001).  Universities supplement the research of private companies providing important infrastructure (e.g. personnel and equipment) and are in a position to contribute research that is not immediately profitable that multinational companies would be unlikely to carry out (Delanty, ibid).   However, private income has not necessarily meant an overall increase in income for universities (Carpentier, 2010).  There is debate about whether knowledge produced within universities has become too shaped by its commodification as a product for industries whose interests are most often allied with wealthier nations and the production of profit rather than being governed by intellectual or disciplinary priorities or by the needs of the disadvantaged groups and nations (Marquez, 2002).  These criticisms reflect debates about the ownership of knowledge and the accountability of universities: it is strongly connected to the question of whose interests should shape the production and dissemination of knowledge through research and teaching (c.f. UNESCO, 2002; Unterhalter and Carpentier, 2010).   
Universities are involved in a complex set of consumption relationships involving a wide range of actors including universities, states, industry, students and their parents.  A key moment in the development of higher education markets was the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATs) which defined education as a product and gave international license to this trade (Knight, 2002).  It positioned neoliberal states as potential consumers or producers of higher education systems: universities and private companies can be the providers of and\or accredit higher education courses in a variety of nation states.  Thus far, the wealthier nations of Northern America, Europe and Australasia, have tended to be producers setting up campuses or courses in the less wealthy nations of regions such as Asia and Africa or providing online courses.  This commodification of education systems appears to be increasing the already unequal relationships between countries (Unterhalter and Carpentier, 2010).  It is possible that as the global economy shifts nations like China and India might benefit economically and educational hierarchies might also shift. However, in current global league tables existing status and wealth hierarchies are reflected and reinforced (Abbas and McLean, 2010). 
There are different but overlapping approaches to researching higher students as consumers which are based upon disciplinary traditions.  Hill (1995) and Helmsley-Brown and Foskett (2001) provide examples fFrom a business and marketing. Hill (1995) suggests thatperspective higher education is a problematic service because it can differ throughout its useis a nebulous product.  Its success is dependent on the relationship the student- consumer has with different facets of education (e.g. educational materials, tutors, buildings and other students).  Students find it hard to judge prior to purchase\engagement and evaluation of services can be on factors which are hard to control (e.g. the appearance of a provider\teacher) and reception is heavily dependent upon expectations.  Helmsley-Brown and Foskett (2001) critique tThe rational consumer model which higher education marketers use claiming that is seen as problematic because a range of factors influence student choice including background, social class, ethnicity, school contexts, teachers, the media and lifestyle.  Helmsley-Brown and Oplatka (2006) suggests that mMarketing in this field is viewed as lackings a theoretical and conceptual framing.   and mMarketing research also suggests that the information about universities that governments seek to make transparent though league tables and which they believe will help student-consumers make choices are unlikely to enhanceachieve this  student choices because they do not straightforwardly choose.   However, the same could be said of  many services and products.
	More Ssociologicalsts and educationalists critiques of a commodified higher education focus on for the poorer quality of experience and the  lower standard of education likely to result from athey think will emerge if  educational courses are conceived of as a standardized product and the difficulties they think will arise if they are taught to increasing masses of students in systems with less resources (c.f. Hayes and Wynyard, 2004).  Sociologists and educationalists also critique believe that the students will have poorer relationships which are likely to arise when with education if they conceive of themselves as students are conceived of as consumers of an educational qualification, a student lifestyle and a passport to a vocation (Ritzer, 2004).  Ritzer (ibid) suggests Although some authors see that the increasing bureaucratization or McDonaldization of supporting services for students is as a somewhat inevitable consequence of massification, which does provide access to higher education for more students, but he argues thatthey also believe that remedial action is needed to stop higher education deteriorating due to more students being educated with fewer resources.  They suggestinvolve diverse teaching methods,  and a wider variety of learning experiences and the a creative use of technology can revitalize higher education.    This view contrasts with those who suggest that higher education should not be marketized and should be state funded.  
There is an increasing wealth of research relevant to the commodification of higher education.  These include factors discussed: massification; marketisation; the changing relationships between universities, states and industry; the globalization of higher education (including that facilitated through technology); the growth of quality regimes; the global knowledge economy; and the consumption and marketisation of higher education.  However, other factors including the vocationalisation of higher education; the brain drain and the global movement of students and academic staff should also be explored for a fuller understanding of the field.    
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